We examine the relationship between the general factor of personality (GFP) and emotional intelligence (EI) and specifically test the hypothesis that the GFP is a social effectiveness factor overlapping conceptually with EI. Presented is an extensive meta-analysis in which the associations between the GFP, extracted from the Big Five dimensions, with various EI measures is examined. Based on a total sample of k ϭ 142 data sources (N ϭ 36,268) the 2 major findings from the meta-analysis were (a) a large overlap between the GFP and trait EI (r Ϸ .85); and (b) a positive, but more moderate, correlation with ability EI (r Ϸ .28). These findings show that high-GFP individuals score higher on trait and ability EI, supporting the notion that the GFP is a social effectiveness factor. The findings also suggest that the GFP is very similar, perhaps even synonymous, to trait EI.
eral factor has been consistently reported since the very beginning of systematic research on personality (e.g., Fiske, 1949; Galton, 1887; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; Saucier, 1994; Stankov, 2005; Webb, 1915) . Interest in this general factor has resurfaced in the literature due to recent large-scale studies revealing that personality traits covary, leading to a sizable proportion of shared variance that can be labeled the general factor of personality (GFP; Figueredo, Vásquez, Brumbach, & Schneider, 2004; Musek, 2007; Rushton, Bons, & Hur, 2008) . These studies provide rather strong evidence that a GFP can be identified in multiple personality measures.
The nature and interpretation of this GFP are subject to an ongoing debate. Some researchers have suggested that the GFP reflects a substantive higher-order personality factor (Figueredo et al., 2004; Irwing, 2013; Loehlin, 2012; Rushton & Irwing, 2011; van der Linden, Dunkel, & Petrides, 2016) . This implies that individuals scoring high on the GFP will also score relatively high on the Big Five dimensions of openness, extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. In this view, one's score on any of the Big Five dimensions, say extraversion, reflects partly variance that is unique to that trait (such as variance due to individual differences in dopamine pathways in the brain; Depue & Collins, 1999) , and reflects partly variance that can be attributed to the GFP .
The main proposition in the substantive account of the GFP is that the construct represents a tendency toward socially desirable behavior. Such behavior will positively influence how a person is evaluated by others, leading to the development of a "good reputation" and, consequently, to an increased probability of being selected as a mate, a coworker, and a leader (Figueredo et al., 2004; Irwing, Booth, Nyborg, & Rushton, 2012; Rushton et al., 2008) . Accordingly, the GFP can be considered a social effectiveness factor Loehlin, 2012; van der Linden et al., 2016 ).
An alternative view on the GFP is that it mainly reflects methodological artifacts (Anusic, Schimmack, Pinkus, & Lockwood, 2009; Bäckström, Björklund, & Larsson, 2009; Chang, Connelly, & Geeza, 2012) . High-GFP individuals may provide more socially desirable responses to personality surveys (e.g., due to faking or an inflated sense of self) even though these responses may not necessarily reflect how they would typically behave (Pettersson, Turkheimer, Horn, & Menatii, 2011) . In this "artifact view," the GFP may still be an interesting phenomenon because it indicates the presence of measurement bias (i.e., error) in personality assessment, but it should not be considered a fundamental factor of personality.
Given these contrasting views of the GFP, we considered it a relevant and timely step to further examine the nature of this general factor by exploring its relationship with an established and important construct in psychological research, namely, emotional intelligence (EI). If the GFP indeed largely reflects social effectiveness (for a review on this idea, see van der Linden et al., 2016) , then it can be expected to have some overlap with measures of EI, as EI also relates to how one effectively deals with social demands (Petrides, 2011; Salovey & Mayer, 1990) . Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004) stated that it is difficult to come to a consensual operational definition of EI. Yet, despite a lack of consensus, a broad description of EI is that it concerns the extent and manner in which individuals experience and utilize affect-laden information of an intrapersonal (e.g., managing one's own emotions) and interpersonal (e.g., managing other's emotions) nature (Petrides, 2011; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; Zeidner, Roberts, & Matthews, 2008) .
In the following sections, we first elaborate on the GFP literature and discuss several key issues in the debate surrounding the GFP. Subsequently, we provide a concise review of the theoretical background of EI and posit that EI exhibits significant conceptual overlap with the GFP. The main hypothesis about the GFP-EI association will then be tested in a large meta-analysis that includes trait as well as ability measures of EI.
Basic Characteristics of the GFP
Irrespective of the domain of interest (e.g., personality, ability, psychopathology), the idea that a general factor exists often starts with observations that various constructs within that domain correlate in a consistent and systematic manner (Caspi et al., 2014; Figueredo et al., 2004; Jensen, 1998) . This suggests that these constructs are under the influence of a much broader, higher-order, construct. The most well-known example is in the cognitive domain, in which it was found that tests of specific cognitive abilities typically correlate such that superior performance on one test (e.g., verbal ability) increases the probability of superior performance on other tests of specific cognitive abilities (e.g., spatial, or numerical ability). Based on this key observation, the existence of the g factor was postulated, which is assumed to partially drive performance on all cognitive ability tests (Jensen, 1998; Spearman, 1904) .
It is clear in the literature that the g factor initially received concerted criticism. Scholars argued that this factor likely reflects statistical artifacts and suggested, for example, that a general factor extracted from one set of ability measures would not be similar to a general factor extracted from another set of ability measures (e.g., Carroll, 1991) . This is known as factor noninvariance. It was also suggested that the g factor (a) does not have much practical validity (i.e., has only limited predictive power for real life outcomes); (b) is only important in academic settings; and (c) remains too abstract in terms of its nature or underlying brain mechanisms (for an overview, see Jensen, 1998 and Schmidt, 2002) . Several decades of research, however, demonstrated that these criticisms were unjustified because the g factor is indeed stable over measurements, and is predictive of a wide range of important real-life outcomes, including educational achievement, job level and job performance, and health (Gottfredson, 1997; Jensen, 1998; Schmidt, 2002) .
The discovery of the g factor and the confirmation of its predictive validity is relevant for the discussion of the nature of the GFP, because the respective objections are not dissimilar. For example, as with the g factor, during the early stages of GFP research, it was suggested that GFPs extracted from different personality measures would represent different underlying constructs and, therefore, would exhibit only weak associations (de Vries, 2011; Hopwood, Wright, & Donnellan, 2011 ). Yet, several recent studies have made it clear that GFPs extracted from different personality measures do show meaningful overlap, with an average correlation among GFPs of r Ϸ .60 (Davies, Connelly, Ones, & Birkland, 2015; Loehlin, 2012; Loehlin & Martin, 2011; Rushton & Irwing, 2011; van der Linden, Te Nijenhuis, Cremers, & Van de Ven, 2011) . By comparison, the correlations between extraversion dimensions extracted from different instruments typically vary in the range of r ϭ .40 to .80 (Connelly & Ones, 2010) .
Another shared criticism is that the method of extraction strongly determines the nature of the GFP (Revelle & Wilt, 2013) . For example, parallel to general factors in other areas, the GFP is estimated by: (a) the first unrotated factor in a set of personality measures (Dunkel, Cabeza DeBaca, Woodley, & Fernandes, 2014) ; (b) using a simple average of lower-order traits (Dunkel, 2013) ; or (c) using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (van der Linden et al., 2010b) , in which one can either apply hierarchical models or bifactorial models. Although it is true that there are statistical differences between these methods, there is an increasing body of literature demonstrating that they nevertheless lead to highly similar outcomes when it comes to the GFP. For instance, several published studies have shown that GFPs extracted by means of CFA or principal axis factoring lead to very similar GFP loadings and to nearly identical relations with criterion variables (e.g., Dunkel, van der Linden, Beaver, & Woodley, 2014; van der Linden et al., 2010b) . These results are in accordance with our own experience with numerous data sets in which we tested the GFP and applied various statistical techniques, only to find that, give or take a few decimal points, outcomes and conclusions have remained virtually identical.
For the g factor, Jensen and Weng (1994) compared the various extraction methods (e.g., exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, unit-weighted average) and concluded, "Almost any g is a 'good' g and is certainly better than no g" (p. 231). The initial findings regarding the GFP seem to indicate that a similar concluThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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sion may be justified and that almost "any GFP is a good GFP."
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In addition, there is increasing evidence that it is mainly the GFP component of the shared variance in personality measures that drives much of their criterion-validity . For example, a recent study using meta-analytic data showed that after controlling for the GFP, the predictive validity of the unique variance of the Big Five on job performance is either strongly reduced or completely disappears (Pelt, van der Linden, Dunkel, & Born, 2015) . Thus, this would also justify the conclusion that when examining the criterion validity of personality, "any GFP is better than no GFP."
The analogy between the GFP and the g factor in itself has also been a point of critique. Revelle and Wilt (2013) showed that the g factor generally explains a very large proportion of the variance in the underlying constructs (up to 80% or 90%), while the variance explained by the GFP is often quite a bit lower. Accordingly, they concluded that any comparisons between the two constructs may be misleading. However, while the g factor is stronger than the GFP, it does not follow that the GFP is irrelevant. Given that the g factor is one of the strongest and most consistently extracted factors in the whole of social science, it might be unreasonable to use it as a benchmark for evaluating the relevancy of other factors.
The literature shows that the GFP often explains somewhere between 20% to 60% of the variance in the underlying personality traits, which is, by all means, a rather substantial amount of variance. Another point to take into account is that many personality models, such as the Big Five, were designed to contain independent factors. This implies that out of the large pool of items that could reflect personality, one often only selects those that differ most from each other with the aim of keeping factor intercorrelations as low as possible. In contrast, in the cognitive domain, there has not been a strong emphasis on finding independent factors. Despite the concerted efforts to establish independence, it is apparent that higher-order personality factors maintain a substantial level of shared variance.
In addition, although the GFP may not be as strong as the g factor, the GFP still compares relatively well to presumed general factors in other domains. For example, in the recent clinical literature, a general factor of psychopathology (the p factor) has been postulated that resembles the GFP in terms of the factor loadings and the level of variance explained in the underlying traits (Caspi et al., 2014) . Moreover, in the domain of cognitive science it has been shown that a common factor of executive function exists, even though measures of various specific executive functions (e.g., updating, working memory, shifting) show relatively modest intercorrelations (Miyake & Friedman, 2012) . Compared with this presumed general factor of executive functioning, the GFP is strong, robust, and psychologically meaningful.
Focusing on the statistical properties of the GFP and its extraction, Revelle and Wilt (2013) emphasized that it is mathematically possible to have a large first unrotated factor in a set of measures that does not necessarily reflect a general factor. They argued that a large unrotated general factor can emerge even though the underlying measures do not all share a substantial portion of their variance. Although this mathematical possibility exists, we wish to emphasize that it is at odds with a wide range of empirical data confirming that the GFP does indeed reflect a general factor in which each of the underlying traits share variance (Figueredo et al., 2004; Musek, 2007; Rushton & Irwing, 2011; van der Linden et al., 2010b) . For example, the GFP usually loads on each of the Big Five factors in a pattern of ϩO, ϩC, ϩE, ϩA, and -N. Thus, the first unrotated factor often provides a good proxy of the GFP. Moreover, the GFP is unlikely to represent a statistical by-product because it has clearly defined content and represents the socially desirable ends of personality measures, irrespective of whether one extracts the GFP directly from the traits, the facets or the items. In this context, we believe that the following remarks by Jensen (1998) are pertinent here:
While it is indeed true that an unlimited number of different positions of the factor axes is possible and that all of them are mathematically equivalent in reproducing the original correlations, some factor structures make more sense, theoretically, than others. Some possible factor structures may even create quite misleading impressions. (p. 94) A final statistical critique we discuss, states that higher-order factors of personality (e.g., the GFP) are the result of correlated, or so-called, blended facets (Ashton, Lee, Goldberg, & de Vries, 2009) . For example, the facet "enthusiasm" may relate to both extraversion and agreeableness, thus leading to a correlation between those dimensions. Subsequently, it has been argued that higher-order factors above, for instance, the level of the Big Five, would disappear when one controls for such blended facets. Blended-facet models overlap with general-factor models in the sense that they both acknowledge that personality traits truly correlate. The difference between them, however, lies in how one chooses to model these correlations statistically. The citation of Jensen (1998) mentioned above also applies here because even if several equivalent statistical solutions are possible, some make better theoretical sense than others. Regarding this, based on the empirical evidence we would favor a solution in which a general factor rather than lower-order facets cause midlevel personality traits to correlate.
The Nature of the GFP
If the presence of a general factor in personality measures is accepted, a subsequent question is how to interpret it. Statistical factors themselves are not explanatory constructs, but rather require a description of their nature. The literature provides various suggestions about how to describe the GFP, which can be broadly categorized in two overarching views.
As stated above, one view is that the GFP mainly reflects general social effectiveness Loehlin, 2012; Rushton et al., 2008; van der Linden et al., 2016) while the other is that it is a methodological artifact, such as social desirability bias (Anusic et al., 2009; Bäckström et al., 2009; Chang et al., 2012) . There is some empirical support for both perspectives. In favor of the substantive, social effectiveness view are studies showing that the GFP is related to a range of relevant, other-rated, or objective criteria. For example, a GFP derived from self-reports has been found to predict supervisor-rated and objective job performance (Sitser, van der Linden, & Born, 2013; van der Linden et al., 2010) , classmate ratings of likability and popularity (van der Linden, Scholte, Cillessen, Te Nijenhuis, & Segers, 2010), outcomes of social dilemma games (Dunkel, Summerville, et al., 2014) , interviewer impressions (Dunkel, Nedelec, & van der Linden, 2014) , and delinquent behavior (van der Linden, Dunkel, Beaver, & Louwen, 2015) . These findings are strongly at odds with artifact explanations of the GFP. For example, it is entirely unclear how faking socially desirable answers in personality assessment can relate to the number of times one is arrested , or to the actual number of new customers that sale employees attract (Sitser et al., 2013) . The ability of the GFP to predict such real-world outcomes attests to its validity. That is, high-GFP individuals seem to genuinely and consistently display higher levels of socially desirable or socially effective behavior.
Studies supporting the artifact view show that GFP scores are related to the tendency to endorse positively (socially desirable) framed personality items (Anusic et al., 2009; Pettersson et al., 2011) , and that the size of the GFP is reduced when items are reformulated in such a way that their social desirability component is minimized (Bäckström et al., 2009) . A limitation of these studies, however, is that they did not include criterion measures and, thus, could not test whether tendencies toward socially desirable answers predicted real-life outcomes. Further, it remains unclear whether one can simply take away the socially desirable component of personality items, without changing their actual content. Finally, if the GFP truly reflects social effectiveness, it is obvious that removing the social effectiveness component of items will lead to a highly diminished GFP.
Insofar as high GFP individuals are genuinely more socially effective, a pertinent question is what causes them to behave in such a way. In the present study, we address this crucial question by posing the hypothesis that a high level of emotional intelligence (EI) may be one of the possible answers. If a GFP-EI link is uncovered, this would constitute an important step in transcending limited descriptions of the GFP in terms of statistical properties and associations with external criteria, in favor of a more precise theoretical understanding of its essence.
Emotional Intelligence and the GFP
Based on prevailing EI definitions in the literature, it can be inferred that high-EI individuals are, on average, more effective in social interactions than their low-EI peers (e.g., Lopes et al., 2004) . This is because a core aspect of EI involves knowing how to act in order to optimize the probability of attaining social or personal goals (Zeidner et al., 2008) . For example, one may be angry at one's boss, but instead of acting out in rage, an emotionally intelligent response would be to express dissatisfaction in a socially acceptable manner. So, if high-EI individuals are socially effective, then it is not difficult to imagine how this would push the manifestation of multiple personality traits into a socially desirable direction. One would not be judged as socially effective if others perceived him or her as unfriendly, emotionally unstable, lethargic, or extremely shy. Consequently, high-EI individuals, either by nature or by self-regulating, should consistently behave in openminded, reliable, sociable, and stable ways, thus causing correlations between these and other cognate traits, ultimately leading to a GFP.
Several direct or indirect indications of GFP and EI overlap have already been reported. One indirect indication can be found in the results of an earlier meta-analysis on personality and EI (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) , which showed that EI is significantly correlated with the socially desirable poles of each of the Big Five dimensions. It was found that EI was positively correlated with openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional stability, with values of ϭ .23, .31, .34, .23, and .33, respectively. If the Big Five show correlations with EI in the same (socially desirable) direction as was reported by Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004) in their meta-analysis, then the GFP which is hypothesized to be present in each of the Big Five, would also likely display strong overlap with EI (Figueredo et al., 2006; Loehlin, 2012; Loehlin & Martin, 2011; Rushton & Irwing, 2011) . At least three studies provided direct evidence for the GFP-EI link, reporting average correlations around r ϭ .70 (e.g., Pérez-González & Sanchez-Ruiz, 2014; van der Linden, Tsaousis, & Petrides, 2012; Veselka et al., 2009 Veselka et al., , 2010 . Given these findings, we considered it useful to provide a more extensive examination of the relationship between the GFP and EI using meta-analytic techniques.
Models of EI
An important distinction in the EI literature is between trait EI and ability EI, (Martins, Ramalho, & Morin, 2010; Petrides & Furnham, 2000) . Trait EI is formally defined as a constellation of emotional perceptions operationalized via questionnaires and ratings scales (Petrides, Pérez-González, & Furnham, 2007) . This definition basically states that trait EI concerns how people perceive their own emotional and social effectiveness, which is assumed to, at least partially, reflect their genuine emotional and social effectiveness. The latter idea is supported by the fact that measures of trait EI have been associated with a range of otherrated or objective outcomes such as job performance (O'Boyle, Humphrey, Pollack, Hawver, & Story, 2011) and health (Martins et al., 2010) .
Ability EI is often defined as a set of emotion-related cognitive abilities that ought to be measured via maximum performance tests (Côté, 2014; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999) . Emotion-related cognitive abilities here refer to competencies, such as being able to identify the emotional states of others, having knowledge about the effects of emotions on behavior, and being capable of regulating one's own and others' emotional states (Salovey & Mayer, 1990) .
The trait and ability EI constructs measured with either questionnaires or ability tests, respectively, tend to correlate weakly, typically between r ϭ .20 to .30 (Brannick et al., 2009; Petrides, 2011) and researchers have argued that they may represent substantially different constructs. Nevertheless, it is still possible that they might reflect different aspects of the same general mechanisms (Brannick et al., 2009) .
In line with the present state of knowledge in EI research, the present meta-analysis clearly differentiates between trait and ability EI (see also, Martins et al., 2010) . In addition, we present meta-analytic results broken down by instrument within the trait EI domain. Specifically, we examine results for the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue; Petrides, 2009) , which is currently the main vehicle for operationalizing trait EI and provides a comprehensive operationalization of the trait EI construct This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. . This instrument has shown strong evidence of construct and predictive validity (Andrei, Siegling, Aloe, Baldaro, & Petrides, 2016) . Moreover, the few previous studies that have explicitly tested the overlap between GFP and EI have exclusively used the TEIQue (Pérez-González & Sanchez-Ruiz, 2014; van der Linden et al., 2012; Veselka et al., 2009) . Within the domain of trait EI studies, we also conduct separate analyses on the subset of studies that have used the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Law, Wong, & Song, 2004) . The WLEIS is somewhat unusual because it is a self-report measure (implying trait EI), yet theoretically it claims to be based on the ability EI model. Therefore, we considered it conceptually useful to investigate whether results obtained with the WLEIS are closer to the trait EI or the ability EI conceptualization.
In summary, the present meta-analysis examines relations between the GFP and various measures of EI. Although, in principle, the GFP can be extracted from any comprehensive personality model, we focus on the Big Five model because it is best established and often assumed to offer ". . . a universal and comprehensive framework for the description of individual differences in personality" (McCrae & Costa, 1986 . p. 1001 .
Method

Meta-Analytic Procedure
We apply a psychometric meta-analysis as described in Hunter and Schmidt (2004) . An extensive and highly cited meta-analytic study of Big Five correlations was conducted by van der Linden, Te Nijenhuis, and Bakker (2010) who collected 212 Big Five intercorrelation matrices published in scientific peer-reviewed journals, representing a total N of 114,117 participants (sample sizes varied from 39 to 21,105, with a mean of N ϭ 679.8, median N ϭ 233.5). van der Linden et al. (2010b) reported the weighted observed intercorrelations as well as the weighted intercorrelations after correction for unreliability, range restriction, and sampling error. The meta-analytically established reliabilities of the Big Five were . 75, .81, .80, .76, and .82, for O, C, E, A, and N, respectively (van der Linden, Te Nijenhuis, & Bakker, 2010, Linden et al. (2010b) is advantageous because they are based on more studies than if we considered the Big Five intercorrelations from EI studies exclusively. Thus, it provides better and more stable estimates of those correlations. There are no reasons to assume that Big Five intercorrelations in the overall personality literature would systematically differ from Big Five intercorrelations reported in the EI literature, as they are derived from the same instruments (e.g., the NEO-PI-R, BFI, IPIP). 2 We decided to conduct a new meta-analysis on the correlations between the Big Five and EI because the previous meta-analysis on this topic was based on a very limited number of studies (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004 ; k ϭ 23). Since then, dozens more studies with much more sophisticated EI instruments have been published in the literature. Hence, it is essential to update this early work.
Literature Search for the Meta-Analysis
Computerized and manual searches of the scientific literature were conducted in order to locate qualifying studies. Inclusion criteria were that the study reported correlations between any of the dimensions of openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness/altruism, and neuroticism (or its reverse emotional stability), and trait or ability EI. Electronic databases were searched using omnibus terms for the Big Five model (e.g., "Big Five" and "Five Factor Model"), terms for the specific dimensions (e.g., "openness" and "extraversion"), and terms or possible synonyms for emotional intelligence and related constructs (e.g., "emotional intelligence" and "social intelligence"). The following databases were consulted: ScienceDirect, PsychInfo, EricLit, Pubmed, Google Scholar, and Scopus. In addition, we manually searched several key journals (e.g., JPSP, JRP, PAID, EJP, JP, PSPB) as well as reference lists of articles.
Meta-Analytic Sample Characteristics
The literature search yielded 151 sources of Big Five-EI correlations reported in 110 articles. Some articles contained more than one set of Big Five-EI correlations because the researchers had used multiple EI measures or because they had reported multiple studies within one article. In calculating the meta-analytic values, however, we took care to use independent samples and to not include the same sample twice in our calculations. For example, if a study used measures of both trait and ability EI, which was the case in 14 samples, all data could be included in the database because we calculated meta-analytic correlations separately across 2 The means of the observed Big Five intercorrelations reported in the EI articles were rather similar to the means of the observed correlations in van der Linden et al. (2010b) . Based on K ϭ 80 studies that reported the intercorrelations (58.6% of the studies), those values were; OC ϭ .16, OE ϭ .27, OA ϭ .17, ON ϭ Ϫ.07, CE ϭ .20, CA ϭ .26, CN ϭ Ϫ.19, EA ϭ .24, EN ϭ Ϫ.16, AN ϭ Ϫ.14. (Based on Ns ranging from 21,902 to 23,169). Retesting the models with the Big Five correlations of the more restricted set led to virtually identical results. For example, based on the uncorrected matrix, the correlation of r ϭ .84 between the GFP and trait EI reported in the main text, was r ϭ .88 using the matrix of the restricted set. van Der Linden et al. (2010b, N ϭ 144,117) Note. O ϭ Openness; C ϭ Conscientiousness; E ϭ Extraversion; A ϭ Agreeableness; N ϭ Neuroticism. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
the two EI constructs. If, however, a study used two (or more) different measures of trait EI in the same sample, we prevented oversampling by including the Big Five Ϫ EI correlations averaged over the EI measures used. There were nine such studies in our sample (5.96% of all studies). The final number of information sources was k ϭ 142. The total (unique) N in the meta-analysis was 36,268. Sample sizes ranged from 30 to 1,458 with a mean of 285.57 (SD ϭ 253.28) and a median of 211. As described above, in 14 samples, the original researchers used trait as well as ability measures. However, as the trait and ability analyses did not overlap, there was no violation of the assumption of independence and no sample was included twice in any of the analyses. Consequently, the total number of unique samples was 142 Ϫ 14 ϭ 128.
In 95 samples in the meta-analytic database, trait EI measures were used (k ϭ 95, total N ϭ 30,198, M sample size ϭ 317.87; SD ϭ 270.12, Median sample size ϭ 232). Most popular instruments were the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i; k ϭ 24), the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue; k ϭ 22), and the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; k ϭ 18). The remaining studies used other instruments.
In 47 samples, ability measures of EI were employed (k ϭ 47, total N ϭ 10,258, M sample size ϭ 218.26, SD ϭ 180.34, Median sample size ϭ 175). In most of these samples (k ϭ 42), the Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) was used. The MSCEIT is currently one of the most widely used tests of ability EI. It involves a computerized task in which participants have to provide answers to various emotion-related questions.
In three cases, the situational test of emotion management (STEM) and the situational test of emotion understanding (STEU) were used and in the remaining two cases (Freudenthaler & Neubauer, 2005 ; Sharma, Gangopadhyay, Austin, & Mandal, 2013) custom-made ability EI measures were employed.
Statistical Analysis
The collected samples were used to construct meta-analytic correlation matrices containing the Big Five intercorrelations (obtained from van der Linden et al., 2010b) as well as the correlations between each of the Big Five dimensions and EI (obtained from the present meta-analysis). These correlation matrices were subsequently used as input for further analyses in which we tested the GFP-EI overlap.
We used exploratory factor analyses as well as confirmatory factor analyses/structural equation modeling (CFA/SEM). Exploratory factor analyses were conducted to examine the extent to which EI falls into the same factor space as other indicators of the GFP (in this case, the Big Five). We primarily used the principal axis factoring (PAF) method, although, for validation purposes, we also examined results obtained through the maximum likelihood (ML) algorithm.
The correlation matrices were used as input to SEM (with the ML method) in order to compare three different models (see Figures 1a-1c) : (1a) a hierarchical model with three levels; namely, the Big Five, two intermediate higher-order factors, and the GFP, which then relates to EI; (1b) a model with two independent higher-order factors directly relating to EI; and (1c) a model wherein each of the Big Five independently relates to EI. These models were derived from previous GFP studies (e.g., Anusic et al., 2009; Musek, 2007; Rushton & Irwing, 2011; van der Linden et al., 2010b) . For example, it has been argued that there are two higher-order personality factors, namely alpha and beta (Digman, 1997) , or stability and plasticity, respectively (DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002) . Alpha, or stability, represents the tendency to act in socially desirable ways and encompasses of a mixture of conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. Beta, or plasticity, represents the tendency to seek new and pleasurable experiences and encompasses a mix of openness and extraversion.
Because the meta-analytic correlation tables contained multiple indicators of EI, we modeled a latent EI factor following the procedure proposed by Hayduk (1987) , whereby the structural model with a single-indicator latent factor was identified by fixing the error variance to (1 Ϫ reliability) ‫ء‬ variance. Mean reliability estimates for EI were derived from the meta-analysis. Note that in the SEM-based method, the latent single-indicator factor is mathematically equivalent (in terms of fit, degrees of freedom, and parameters) to a model in which EI is considered an additional indicator loading on the GFP. However, the single-indicator factor is more in line with the conceptualization of EI as an established construct that overlaps with the GFP.
The main analyses were conducted on the N-weighted matrix (effect sizes weighted by sample size). We tested the uncorrected as well as the corrected correlation matrices. The Big Five intercorrelations were corrected for unreliability, range restriction, and sampling error (see van der Linden et al., 2010b) . The correlations between the Big Five and EI were corrected for unreliability based on our meta-analytic information showing that average reliabilities were .86 for measures of trait EI in general, .82 for measures of ability EI, .88 for the TEIQue, and .85 for the WLEIS.
As Ns differed across specific analyses, depending on the particular combination of Big Five and EI measures, we decided to set the matrix N at the lowest number of observations available within that matrix. This approach is more conservative with respect to significance testing and less conservative with respect to model fit. However, it will not have any appreciable impact on the outcomes due to the fact that Ns were very large in all cases. Specifically, Ns were set at 8, 630, 26, 883, 7, 626 , and 4,593, for ability EI, trait EI (total), the TEIQue, and the WLEIS, respectively.
In order to assess model fit in the CFA/SEM approach, we considered the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), which is also known as the Non-Normed Fit Index, and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). To interpret these indices we relied on the guidelines by Hu and Bentler (1999) , who recommended the following cut-offs as indicative for good model fit: CFI Ն .95, TLI Ն .95, and RMSEA Յ .06. We interpreted these cut-offs flexibly, as recommended by Marsh, Hau, and Grayson (2005) . This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
Five dimensions ranging from (absolute) r ϭ |.26| to |.40| for the uncorrected matrix, and r ϭ |.32| to |.48| for the corrected matrix. For ability EI, the observed correlations with the Big Five dimensions were in the same directions, but clearly lower, ranging from r ϭ |.05| to |.16|. This pattern of findings is in line with the now standard finding that trait EI inventories typically show greater overlap with personality dimensions than ability EI tests Zeidner et al., 2008) .
The specific analyses of the WLEIS (k ϭ 18, N ϭ 5,108) showed that the observed correlations with the Big Five fell between the ability EI values at the low end, and the trait EI values at the high end (see Table 2 ). Notable is the low correlation between WLEIS-based EI and extraversion (r ϭ .08). Further inspection revealed that this low value was mainly caused by a single study with a large N of 1,458 (Shi & Wang, 2007) . Excluding this study almost doubled the observed correlation (r ϭ .17), while including it, but taking the unweighted correlation mean, also raised the value to r ϭ .17. In conclusion, although the magnitude of the correlations varied depending on the type of EI measurement, it is clear that in all cases there are meaningful correlations between personality and EI in line with expectations based on GFP theory. That is, EI correlated with the Big Five in the expected pattern of ϩO, ϩC, ϩE, ϩA, and ϪN, which clearly supports the rationale for testing EI-GFP associations directly.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Trait EI measures. We used principal axis factoring (PAF) to extract the first unrotated factor from the meta-analytic and corrected matrix with the Big Five and trait EI measures, which showed 35% shared variance in the underlying components. Factor loadings were .43, .61, .58, .55, and Ϫ.64, for O, C, E, A, and N, respectively. The trait EI loading was .71, suggesting that it is strongly representative of this factor.
The matrix based on uncorrected correlations between the Big Five and trait EI was similar to the corrected matrix. The first factor showed 27% shared variance, with Big Five loadings of .36, .52, .49, .46, and Ϫ.55, for O, C, E, A, and N, respectively. The loading of trait EI on this factor was .69.
Additional analyses, focusing on the TEIQue, yielded a first unrotated factor (PAF) comprising 41% shared variance, and Big Five loadings of .42, .57, .60, .53, and Ϫ.68, for O, C, E, A, and N, respectively. Trait EI, measured with the TEIQue, loaded .91 on this factor. For the uncorrected TEIQue correlations, results yielded a first factor comprising 33% of shared variance, and Big 3 The study of Shi and Wang (2007) had a negligible effect on the overall correlations between trait EI and the Big Five. The only differences involved attenuating the E-EI correlation (from r ϭ .34 to .37) and increasing the O-EI correlation (from r ϭ .26 to .27). This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
Trait EI measures. We first tested a hierarchical model in which the Big Five load on two higher-order factors, stability and plasticity (or alpha and beta), which, in turn, load on the GFP, which is correlated to a latent trait EI factor. The overall fit indices of this (hierarchical) model were acceptable (see Table 3 ). Trait EI correlated r ϭ .86 with the GFP, confirming the large overlap between the two constructs (see Figure 2 ). The same model, based on uncorrected (observed) correlations as input matrix returned similar results in terms of goodness of fit (see Table 3 ) and a trait EI-GFP correlation of .84.
Alternative models in which the Big Five were modeled as independent dimensions each separately related to trait EI, or in which two higher-order factors above the Big Five related to trait EI (see Figures 1a-1c) , fitted the data less well. An overview of the statistics and fit indices of the tested models is provided in Table 3 .
The hierarchical model depicted in Figure 2 that provided the best fit for trait EI was also used to model the relations of the GFP with TEIQue EI and WLEIS EI. For the TEIQue, initially neither the corrected nor the uncorrected matrix led to a permissible solution due to the presence of several Heywood cases. Specifically, there were negative variances and the pathway between the GFP and trait EI was Ͼ 1. This indicated that some of the assumptions in the model may have been violated. We further tested this model to trace the source of the nonconvergence and found that it was not viable to model the GFP and TEIQue-EI as separate factors. Once we set the GFP and TEIQue EI factors to equality (i.e., the path ϭ 1, and no error variance) the model was permissible and showed a rather good fit (see Table 4 ). This outcome is fully in line with our hypothesis that the GFP and trait EI show large overlap (and in this data matrix should be considered identical).
Analyses with the WLEIS led to acceptable models with EI-GFP correlations of .56 and .55, for the corrected and uncorrected matrices, respectively. The fit indices of these models are also shown in Table 4 .
Ability EI measures. The hierarchical GFP model in the trait EI SEM (see Figure 2 ) also showed the best fit for ability EI (see Table 5 ). Using the corrected matrix, ability EI correlated r ϭ .28 with the GFP. Using the uncorrected matrix, it correlated r ϭ .27, which can be classified as a moderate effect size. Alternative models with separate Big Five dimensions directly relating to ability EI or separate higher-order factors directly relating to ability EI showed lower fit indices (see Table 5 for details). Note. TLI ϭ Tucker Lewis Index; CFI ϭ comparative fit index; RMSEA ϭ root mean square error of approximation. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Discussion
Based on meta-analytic data from dozens of studies resulting in a very large sample, the present study examined the associations between the GFP and various measures of EI. The results from the EFAs and CFAs converged, yielding several important conclusions about personality in relation to trait and ability EI.
The first is that trait EI strongly overlaps, and is perhaps substantively synonymous with the GFP. The EFAs showed that trait EI neatly fits in the same factor space as the other Big Five dimensions (see also Petrides et al., 2007) . In all cases, trait EI was the highest-loading indicator on the first unrotated factor. CFAs provided further evidence of the strong overlap reflected in a disattenuated correlation with the GFP of no less than r ϭ .86. To put this value in context, Big Five dimensions measured with different instruments typically correlate between r ϭ .40 to .80 (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010), even though they are explicitly designed and assumed to measure the same construct (e.g., extraversion measured with the NEO-R and extraversion measured with the BFI). In addition, test-retest correlations of .80 or higher are considered adequate proof of the reliability of a single instrument. Given the strong meta-analytic correlation between the GFP and trait EI in the present study, it seems warranted to conclude that the two constructs are very closely related. This is an important breakthrough that can help elucidate the conceptual nature of the GFP and integrate its burgeoning literature within the more established literature on trait EI.
Further analyses showed that TEIQue EI had the strongest overlap with the GFP, while WLEIS EI overlap was somewhat lower. One likely reason for the lower, but still very substantial, correlation between WLEIS-based EI and the GFP is that the former is based on a fairly restricted range of behavior; mainly understanding and regulating emotions (Law et al., 2004) . The TEIQue, on the other hand, provides comprehensive coverage of the trait EI sampling domain, which integrates a range of affective aspects of personality . Considering the broad coverage of the TEIQue, it is theoretically encouraging that it is strongly related to the GFP, which itself is a broad construct hypothesized to capture socioemotional adjustment and effectiveness Loehlin, 2012; Rushton et al., 2008) . Note. TLI ϭ Tucker Lewis Index; CFI ϭ comparative fit index; RMSEA ϭ root mean square error of approximation; TEIQue ϭ Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire; WLEIS ϭ Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Another important finding in the present meta-analysis was that ability EI showed meaningful correlations with the GFP, in the order of r ϭ .28. Notably, this value is rather similar to typical correlations between trait and ability EI (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Brannick et al., 2009) . This finding provides further, albeit indirect, clues that the GFP and trait EI are highly alike.
The overlap with the GFP was clearly lower for ability EI than for trait EI. In our view, it would be too optimistic to interpret this finding as evidence of discriminant validity. Discriminant validity must be evaluated as a specific aspect of the much broader notion of construct validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) , which also involves strong convergent, predictive, and criterion validity. Several researchers have argued that mainstream ability EI measures, of which the MSCEIT is currently the leading one, shows limitations which include an underdeveloped nomological network (Fiori et al., 2014; Maul, 2012) , confounding with vocabulary size (Wilhelm, 2005) , tacit knowledge about emotions (Austin, 2010; Freudenthaler, Neubauer, & Haller, 2008) , and stereotypical judgment (O'Sullivan, 2007 ). An unknown combination of the foregoing limitations, in conjunction with methodological issues, such as the file-drawer problem or ambient correlation noise, may well provide alternative explanations for the modest correlations observed with other variables, including the GFP in our metaanalysis. Even though the GFP-ability EI correlation was moderate, it is nevertheless in line with the notion that the GFP reflects a social effectiveness factor Loehlin, 2012) . Specifically, high-GFP individuals score higher on the MSCEIT, suggesting greater social knowledge and an ability to regulate behavior in order to achieve social goals.
The present findings support general observations regarding the robustness of the GFP as a function of its extraction method. The EFA and CFA results clearly converged, once again lending support to the idea that "any GFP is a good GFP" (see Introduction) and that cutting-edge statistical techniques yield GFPs that, more or less, have the same properties, in terms of factor loadings and criterion validities, as GFPs extracted by means of more traditional methods (e.g., PAF).
Considering the firm evidence for the overlap between the GFP and EI, our findings give rise to two important questions (a) what are the implications of this overlap, and (b) how to interpret this GFP-EI link.
Regarding the first question, the conclusion can be drawn that researchers who adopt the view that trait EI is substantive would also have to conclude the same for the GFP and vice versa. At the global level, the empirical overlap between the two constructs is so large that it is impossible to treat them as theoretically independent. Because we favor the interpretation that the GFP and trait EI indeed reflect substantive factors, it follows that high-GFP individuals may be genuinely characterized by emotionally intelligent behavior across situations. The emotionally adjusted and socially desirable actions of high-GFP individuals are cardinal aspects of their personality, giving rise to substantial intercorrelations between personality dimensions and ultimately resulting in a general factor, the GFP.
A reoccurring question in the literature is how EI relates to established personality hierarchies (Petrides & Furnham, 2001; Veselka et al., 2009; Zeidner et al., 2008) . The effort to integrate EI within extant taxonomies of personality began several years before the revived interest in a general factor of personality, and was established (e.g., Petrides & Furnham, 2001; Petrides et al., 2007) around the same time as the GFP literature started to grow (Musek, 2007; Rushton et al., 2008) . Petrides et al. (2007) concluded that trait EI is a distinct (because it can be isolated in personality space) and compound (because it is partially determined by the higher-order personality dimensions) construct that lies at the lower levels of personality hierarchies (because it is oblique rather than orthogonal to the Giant Three and Big Five). Linking the construct to the main body of personality literature eventually established trait EI theory as a research area of its own (500ϩ articles in Web of Science as of 2016).
The advent of GFP research rekindled debate on personality structure and brought to the forefront dormant questions about structure that, despite a seeming consensus on a five-factor solution, have long been lurking in the background (e.g., Block, 1995; Stankov, 2005) . The GFP hypothesis inspired new research on the relationships between personality and EI (e.g., Pérez-González & Sanchez-Ruiz, 2014; van der Linden et al., 2012) . This research along with the data presented herein, indicate that trait EI may be quite similar to the GFP as regards its breadth of influence on external criteria and narrower personality facets. High-trait EI individuals are more likely to behave in socially effective ways, which will ultimately be reflected in higher scores on personality facets like friendliness, dependability, and sociability.
For ability EI, its relationship with the hierarchical structure of personality is less clear and the topic of debate in several studies (Zeidner et al., 2008) . However, this construct too shows a moderate (Ϸ .30) relationship with the GFP, in line with the hypothesis that high-GFP individuals are socially effective.
Implications for Incremental Validity
Another important question regarding the GFP and EI is the extent to which they show incremental validity above and beyond well-established constructs such as the Big Five (Chang et al., 2012; O'Boyle et al., 2011) . It is outside the remit of this article to go into a detailed discussion of these questions, which have been thoroughly addressed in previous studies (e.g., Andrei et al., 2016; Joseph, Jin, Newman, & O'Boyle, 2015; Joseph & Newman, 2010; O'Boyle et al., 2011; Petrides et al., 2007; Siegling, Vesely, Petrides, & Saklofske, 2015) . Here we would like to discuss the implications of the current findings in relation to incremental validity to avoid knee-jerk interpretations that may fuel fresh requests, this time for demonstrating that the GFP can predict variance over and above EI, or that the GFP-EI overlap remains after controlling for Big Five variance.
Given our demonstrations about how the GFP and EI relate to lower-order personality dimensions, incremental validity analyses would be largely unnecessary. By controlling for lower-order personality dimensions, one would already remove much of the true variance of the GFP or EI that is reflected in these personality dimensions, thus leading to a psychologically uninformative statistical competition between lower-order personality dimensions and higher-order constructs, such as the GFP.
A juxtaposition with data from the cognitive domain may be illustrative here. The general factor g is assumed to be strongly present in each of the lower-order and specific cognitive dimensions, such as verbal or numerical abilities (Jensen, 1998) . There is a consensus that it would not be theoretically meaningful to This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
examine whether the g factor predicts beyond specific cognitive dimensions because that would involve throwing out the baby with the bathwater in the very first step of the analysis (Jensen, 1998; Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994) . Similar arguments would apply for the GFP and trait EI, although, in the latter case the requests on the incremental validity has been convincingly settled (Andrei et al., 2016; Petrides et al., 2007) . Another question is that if the GFP and trait EI share so much of their variance, one might wonder what they add in terms of incremental value over and above each other. Regarding this, it has to be emphasized that the overlap between the two constructs is not complete at the level of their sampling domains. There is a differential in the area of 10%-20% suggesting that some variance in the GFP is not affect-related, while some affect-related variance in trait EI is not represented in existing personality hierarchies (Andrei et al., 2016) . This differential may be partly responsible for the incremental validity that trait EI shows in relation to personality and related constructs, such as mood and coping styles (Andrei & Petrides, 2013; Andrei et al., 2016) . For example, Joseph and Newman (2010) found that trait EI explained an additional 14% of the variance in job performance beyond the Big Five and cognitive ability measures, and O'Boyle et al. (2011) found that trait EI explained an additional 7% of the variance in job performance beyond those measures.
Limitations
While this is by far the most extensive meta-analysis on the relationships between personality and EI, certain limitations need to be acknowledged. First, our meta-analytic data did not include measures of social desirability or cognitive ability (IQ). Therefore, we were unable to control for their effects on GFP-EI relationships.
Second, even though it has now been established that the GFP can be extracted from various personality models and measures (e.g., Loehlin, 2012) we extracted the GFP from the Big Five personality dimensions only. Nevertheless, this limitation is perhaps not crucial since it has been shown that GFPs from different personality measures assess the same construct (Loehlin, 2012; .
A third limitation we wish to mention is that the meta-analysis was not gender-specific because very few of the primary studies reported the requisite information. However, there are no indications that gender strongly influences the correlations between EI and the GFP. For example, Siegling, Saklofske, Vesely, and Nordstokke (2012) analyzed five different samples and concluded that, overall, there are no gender differences in the associations between trait EI and the Big Five. Furthermore, McIntyre (2010) indicated that there may be some gender differences with regard to specific EI facets, but at the global EI level, associations tend to be similar.
Finally, we did not include studies comparing self-with otherratings of personality and EI because we are not aware of any such studies in the existing literature. There are studies that have examined self-other correlations within the Big Five (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011) or within EI (Gugliandolo, Costa, Cozzocrea, Larcan, & Petrides, 2015; Petrides, Niven, & Mouskounti, 2006; Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) , but not in tandem. Future research may well want to address this gap in the literature in order to establish whether self-and other-ratings of the GFP and EI yield similar levels of overlap as those reported in our meta-analysis.
Concluding Remarks
For researchers interested in exploring the nature of the GFP, knowing that it overlaps with trait and ability EI is useful and in line with the hypothesis that it reflects emotional adjustment and social effectiveness Loehlin, 2012; Rushton et al., 2008; van der Linden et al., 2016) . Scoring high or low on the GFP would not necessarily indicate a good versus bad personality (Rushton & Irwing, 2011) . Instead, it would mainly reflect the extent to which one uses emotional knowledge and skills in order to cooperate with others and obtain personal goals. Note that such knowledge and skills can, in principle, be used for ethical (e.g., maintaining friendships and working in teams) or unethical (e.g., deceiving and corrupting others) causes. Thus, similar to EI, the GFP can have a "bright" as well as a "dark" side (Côté, DeCelles, McCarthy, Van Kleef, & Hideg, 2011) .
For researchers whose main interest is in EI, knowing how this construct relates to the highest-order factor in personality connects it to mainstream models in differential psychology, in this case the Big Five. Although there are different opinions on the nature and measurement of EI (Côté, 2010; Joseph & Newman, 2010; O'Boyle et al., 2011; Petrides, 2010) , a general and consistent tendency to act in emotionally adjusted and socially effective ways, either as a trait or an ability, would generally be considered an important part of one's personality. Personality obviously has much to do with how one deals with our emotions and with potentially stressful events (e.g., emotional stability), how one deals with other people (e.g., sociability), and whether one is able to motivate oneself in order to reach our goals (e.g., conscientiousness). These aspects of personality are hypothesized to be partly under the influence of EI. When consensus has been reached about the boundaries of EI (e.g., Petrides, Mason, & Sevdalis, 2011) , then it will become possible to recast core personality variance currently scattered across multiple dimensions as part of an integrated EI model with obvious interpretational benefits. In the fullness of time, instead of having to rely on theoretically fuzzy linear combinations of the Big Five factors, we will be able to utilize coherent constructs that have been specifically aligned to the core psychological processes underlying the emotional and social aspects of human behavior.
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